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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1 . Claims 6, 65 are objected to because "prior incidents of this type" should be 
changed to -prior similar incidents-. Appropriate correction is required. 

i 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention because claim 1, last line "the information" is 
ambiguous. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 1-7, 32-34, 36. 37, 53, 64 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102 (e) as being 
anticipated by Thielges a! (US 2002/0138289). 
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Regarding claim 1 , Thielges discloses all the claimed subject matter (see the 
abstract, Figures 2-4, pages 3,4). The claimed "receiving information about an incident" 
is met by step 202 (see Figure 2). The claimed "extracting information... record of the 
incident" is met by steps 206, 208. The claimed "dynamic generation... information" is 
met by the steps shown in Figures 3, 4). Clearly the workflow is site specific and 
dynamically generated since each incident occurs at a specific site and needs be 
resolved in a dynamic manner in the method of Thielges. 

Regarding claim 2, the claimed "sending a recommendation... occurrence" is met 
by the fact that an RFQ is created and issued (see step 310, Figure 3). 

Regarding claim 3, Thielges discloses the claimed "sending information... to the 
incident" (see 0034). 

Regarding claim 4, Thielges discloses an investigation checklist for use as a 
guide (see 0063). 

Regarding claim 5. Thielges discloses performing expert system interviews when 
Thielges shows how to generate user next action (see Figure 13). 

Regarding claim 6, Thielges discloses searching for data on prior incidents and 
history of parties involved in the incident (see Figure 16). 

Regarding claim 7, Thielges discloses the claimed "routing variances... incidents" 
(see Figure 19). | 

Claims 32-34 correspond to a system for claims 1-3, thus are rejected for the 
same reasons stated in claims 1-3 above. 
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Claims 36, 37 correspond to a system for claim 6, thus are rejected for the same 
reasons stated in claim 6 above. 

Claim 53 recites a system for part of claim 1 , thus is rejected for the same 
reasons stated in claim 1 above. 

Claim 64 merely differs from claim 1 by the last paragraph. The method of 
Thielges clearly stores information for utilization by compliance personnel (see 0069). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 21, 22, 25-27, 46, 47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Thielges al (US 2002/0138289). 

Regarding claim 21, Thielges discloses a method for providing a computerized 
compliance management system including "extracting... of the incident" (see the 
abstract, Figures 2-4, pages 3,4, steps 206, 208), "guiding... to the incident" (see Figure 
13, 0063). Although Thielges does not specifically show "receiving updated 
information... resolved", it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
do so in order to gather all information for the incident report. 

Regarding claim 22, Thielges discloses 'sending a notice... to be collected" (see 
Figure 4). 
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Regarding claim 25, Thielges teaches "maintaining a secure... interfaces" (see 
Figure 12, 0060). 

Regarding claim 26, Thielges teaches "validating... of the incident" (see 0069). 

Regarding claim 27, although Thielges does not specifically show "offering... to 
the incident", it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to do so in 
order to provide training to improve compliance. 

Claims 46, 47 corresponds to a system for claims 21 . 22, thus are rejected for 
the same reasons stated in claims 21 , 22 above. 

5. Claims 8-20, 23, 24, 28-31 , 35, 38-45, 48-52, 54-63, 65-67 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Thielges a! (US 2002/0138289), in view of 
Lettich et al (US 2002/0049622). 

Regarding claim 8, although Thielges does not specifically show 
"auditing... incident", it is well known in the art as shown by Lettich to include such 
information about an incident (see 0160). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to include such information while implementing the method of 
Thielges in order to perform a root cause analysis of the failure as taught by Lettich. 

Regarding claim 9, clearly data validity has to be maintained in the process of 
Thielges and Lettich by minimizing data modification as claimed since the method 
reports an incident and performs analysis of data gathered. 

Claim 10 merely differs from claim 1 by adding "from a user" and by the last 
paragraph of "measuring performance... improvements". Thielges clearly discloses that 
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information about an incident is received from a user (see step 202, Figure 2). Although 
Thielges does not specifically show measuring performance of tasks as claimed, it is 
well known in the art to do so as shown by Lettich (see 0123). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include such features while 
implementing the method of Thielges in order to perform root cause analysis of failures 
as taught by Lettich. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Thielges/Lettich combination teaches the claimed "sending a 
recommendation... performance" (see step 310. Figure 3, Thielges). 

Regarding claim 12, Thielges/Lettich combination teaches "generating forms for 

incident and data capture" (see 0140, Lettich). 

■f 

Regarding claim 13, Thielges/Lettich combination teaches "generating a report 
about the incident" (see 0140, Lettich). 

Regarding claim 14, Thielges/Lettich combination teaches "guiding the 
user... incident" (see Figure 13, 0063, Thielges). 

Regarding claim 15, Thielges/Lettich combination teaches "maintaining a 
secure... interfaces" (see Figure 12, 0060, Thielges). 

Regarding claim 16, although Thielges and Lettich do not specifically show 
generating a calendar for follow-ups on the incident, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to do so in order to evaluate how effective the corrective 
actions are. 
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Regarding claim 17, although Thielges and Lettich do not specifically show 
creating benchmarks, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to do 
so in order to evaluate the incident management. 

Regarding claim 18, although Thielges and Lettich do not specifically show 
involving a government agency in the process of responding to the incident, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include any agency as needed in 
order to respond to the incident. 

Regarding claim 19, the report of Thielges/Lettich has to include internal and 
external costs since it involves an incident (see Figures 2-4, Thielges). 

Regarding claim 20, Thielges/Lettich combination teaches claim management 
cost (see 0058. Thielges). 

Regarding claim 23, although Thielges does not specifically show measuring 
performance of tasks related to the incident as claimed, it is well known in the art to do 
so as shown by Lettich (see 0123). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to include such features while implementing the method of 
Thielges in order to perform root cause analysis of failures as taught by Lettich. 

Regarding claim 24, although Thielges and Lettich do not specifically show 
"executing... deficiency", it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
include such features in order to provide adequate training to users. 

Claims 28, 31 are essentially a combination of claim 10 and part of claim 21 , thus 
are rejected for the same reasons stated in claim 10, 21 above. 
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Regarding claim 29. Thielges/Lettich combination teaches the claimed "sending a 
recommendation... occurence" (see step 310, Figure 3). 

Regarding claim 30, although Thielge and Lettich do not specify tracking the 
progress of the incident, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
do so in order to evaluate the incident management. 

Claim 35 corresponds to a system for claim 30, thus is rejected for the same 
reasons stated in claim 30 above. 

Claims 38-45, 48-52, 54-63, 65-67 essentially recite the same limitations of 
claims 8-11, 14-18. 21, 23. 24. 26, 28-31, thus are rejected for the same reasons stated 
in claims 8-11, 14-18, 21, 23, 24, 26, 28-31 above. 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

McDonough et al (US 2004/0049345) teach distributed, collaborative workflow 
management software. 

Walker et al (US 2001/0047286) teach task and personnel verification and tracking 
system and method. 

Barnard et al (US 5,586,252) teach system for failure mode and effects analysis. 
Leymann et al (US 6,065,009) teach events as activities in process models of workflow 
management systems. 
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7. Any inquiry concerning this commuriication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Uyen T. Le whose telephone number is 703-305-4134. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:00-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Safet Metjahic can be reached on 703-308-1436. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

8. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

21 July 2004 
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